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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 

WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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Responsive to communication(s) filed on 07 September 2007 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) Q Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) [X] Claim(s) 16-27 is/are pending in the application. 
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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1 . 1 14 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
9/7/2007 has been entered. Accordingly, claims 16-27 are pending in this office action. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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Claims 16,17,20-23,25-27 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US 5903893 (hereinafter Kleewein) in view of US 5594898 
(hereinafter Dalai). 



As for claim 1 Kleewein discloses: table extraction means for extracting one 
table including columns that store data to be retrieved from a plurality of tables (See 
figure 1 "if in command causes extraction then the processor of the computer is the 
extraction means also see column 4 lines 36-38 "In" predicate extracting for merge/join); 
column exclusion means for excluding columns on other tables which store the same 
data to be retrieved on the table extracted by said table extraction from columns to be 
extracted in subsequent processing (See column 4 lines 36-39 In procedure excludes 
all data that is not in the query), and table joining means for creating a virtual table by 
joining the columns that store data to be retrieved of the tables extracted in turn by said 
table extraction without being excluded by said column exclusion meansmeans when 
the processing of said table extraction means and the processing of said column 
exclusion means have been repeated till all the columns including data to be retrieved 
are analyzed (See column 6 lines 45-48 "merge join feature"). 

While Kleewein does not differ substantially from the claimed invention the 
disclosure of, a virtual table and excluding column that store data to be retrieved of the 
table extracted by said table extraction means is not necessarily explicit. Dalai however 
does explicitly disclose a virtual table (See column 1 lines 50-55) and excluding column 
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that store data to be retrieved of the table extracted by said table extraction means (See 
column 2 lines 45-57). It would have been obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in the 
pertinent art to have incorporated the teaching of Dalai into the system of Kleewein. The 
modification would have been obvious because applying restrictions means that only 
the records with certain information are joined and therefore save computations and 
memory thereby decreasing the amount of run-time for a join operation (See Dalai 
column 2 lines 35-45). 

As for claim 17, the rejection of claim 16 is incorporated, and further Kleewein 
discloses: wherein said table extraction means extracts one table including a largest 
number of columns which store data to be retrieved from the plurality of tables (See 
column 5 lines 40-45). 

Claim 20 is a method claim corresponding to the database system of claim 16 
and is thus rejected for the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 16. 

As for claim 21 , the rejection of claim 20 is incorporated, and further 
wherein upon exceeding one table from the plurality of tables, one table including a 
largest number of columns that store data to be retrieved is extracted (See column 5 
lines 40-45). 
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As for claim 22, the rejection of claim 20 is incorporated, and further Kleewein 
discloses: wherein data is retrieved from the virtual table created by joining the plurality 
of tables (See column 4 lines 55- 59). 

Claim 23 is a computer readable medium claim corresponding to the database 
system of claim 16 and is thus rejected for the same reasons set forth in the rejection of 
claim 16. 

Claim 25 is a database system comprising of substantially the same limitations 
as claim 16 and is thus rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the rejection of 
claim 16. 

As for claim 27 Kleewein discloses: extracting a first table including columns that 
store data to be retrieved from the plurality of tables (See column 4 lines 25-27, lines 
30-45, lines 55-57), extracting a second table including columns that also store data to 
be retrieved from the plurality of tables (See column 4 lines 25-27, lines 30-45, lines 55- 
57) creating a virtual table by joining columns of the first second and third extracted 
tables (See column lines 25-31) excluding, from the created virtual table columns of the 
second extracted table which duplicates data contents of the first extracted table (See 
column 7 lines 11-17 note: distinct values) excluding from the created virtual table, 
columns of the third extracted table which duplicates data contents of either the first or 
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second extracted table ; searching the virtual table for desired data (See column 7 lines 
10-17,25-31). 

While Kleewein does not differ substantially from the claimed invention the 
disclosure of a virtual table and extracting a third table including columns that also store 
data to be retrieved from the plurality of tables, and the general teachings of a third 
table in general are not necessarily explicit. Dalai however does explicitly disclose a 
virtual table (See column 1 lines 50-55) Moreover, it would have been obvious to an 
artisan of ordinary skill in the pertinent art to have incorporated the teaching of a third 
table into the system of Kleewein. The modification would have been obvious because 
Kleewein discloses that a merge join technique requires at least two tables (See column 
4 lines 25-30 note: that the starting point is two). Moreover, a two database disclosure is 
used for explanation purposes, but more than two databases was well within the idea of 
the Kleewein system, more evidence of this face is the disclosure of 3 database 
management systems (See column 3 lines 36-40). 



As for claim 26 Kleewein discloses: wherein the means for extracting functions 
until all columnar data in the plural distributed databases has been analyzed. 
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Claims 18,19,24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kleewein and Dalai as applied to claim 16 above, and further in view of US 5937 409 
(hereinafter Wetherbee). 

As for claim 18, the rejection of claim 16 is incorporated, and further Kleewein 
discloses: joining of the plurality of tables (See column 6 lines 45-48 "merge join 
feature") and extracting tables (See column 4 lines 35-40). Kleewein differs from the 
claimed invention in that metadata management means for collecting and managing 
metadata which pertain to joining of the plurality of tables, and wherein said table 
extraction means extracts the table on the basis of the metadata stored in said 
metadata management means are not explicitly indicated. Wetherbee however, 
discloses a metadata management means for collecting and managing metadata (See 
column 4 lines 60-64 "relational mapper = metadata management means), and 
metadata stored in said metadata management means (See column 5 lines 2-5). It 
would have been obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in the pertinent art to have 
incorporated the teachings of Wetherbee into the system of Kleewein. The modification 
would have been obvious because having metadata that describes that objects or 
information contained in the tables allows the user to store personalized information 
about the information in the database. 

As for claim 19, the rejection of claim 16 is incorporated, and further Kleewein 
discloses wherein data is retrieved from the virtual table created by joining the tables, 
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which are extracted in turn and joined by said table extraction means (See column 4 
lines 36-39 In procedure also retrieves data based on query). 

Kleewein differs from the claimed invention in that retrieval means for retrieving 
objects in accordance with a retrieval key is not explicitly disclosed. Wetherbee however 
does disclose retrieval means for retrieving objects in accordance with a retrieval key 
(See column 9 lines 1-5). It would have been obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in the 
pertinent art to have incorporated the teachings of Wetherbee into the system of 
Kleewein. The modification would have been obvious because having a retrieval key 
allows for faster information retrieval because the user does not have to submit a query 
when they know which record they want. 

As for claim 24, the rejection of claim 23 is incorporated, and further Kleewein 
discloses wherein said program makes the computer further implement the function of 
retrieving objects from the virtual table created from the tables extracted and joined by 
said table extraction means (See column 4 lines 36-39 In procedure also retrieves data 
based on query). 

Kleewein differs from the claimed invention in that retrieval means for retrieving 
objects in accordance with a retrieval key is not explicitly disclosed. Wetherbee however 
does disclose retrieval means for retrieving objects in accordance with a retrieval key 
(See column 9 lines 1-5). It would have been obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in the 
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pertinent art to have incorporated the teachings of Wetherbee into the system of 
Kleewein. The modification would have been obvious because having a retrieval key 
allows for faster information retrieval because the user does not have to submit a query 
when they know which record they want. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 9/7/2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues: 

The cited prior art does not teach or fairly suggest column exclusion means for 
excluding columns on other tables which store the same data to be retrieved on the 
table extracted by said table extraction means from columns to be extracted in 
subsequent processing. That is, by virtue of the above-discussed limitation, the claimed 
invention can perform high- speed memory search processing without wasting memory 
capacity by extracting only necessary columns from tables and excluding redundant 
columns from tables in a database system composed of a plurality of tables. 

Examiner responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. . During patent examination, the pending claims 
must be 'given the broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification.' 
Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution and broad 
interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, will be 
interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 162 USPQ 541,550-51 (CCPA 
1969). Reference is made to MPEP 2144.01 - Implicit Disclosure 
"[l]n considering the disclosure of a reference, it is proper to take into account not only 
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specific teachings of the reference but also the inferences which one skilled in the art 
would reasonably be expected to draw therefrom." In re Preda, 401 F.2d 825, 826, 
159 USPQ 342, 344 (CCPA 1968) Examiner has in response to Applicant's 
amendments added Dalai as prior art. Examiner also hopes this makes clear the implicit 
disclosures within Kleewein. Dalai explicitly states that restrictions may be placed on 
join techniques (See column 2 lines 45-46). Such restrictions are conditions placed on 
columns of the source table that must be true in order for a row to be included in the join 
(See column 2 lines 47-49). 
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Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Leon J. Harper whose telephone number is 571-272- 
0759. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30AM - 4:00Pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain T. Alam can be reached on 571-272-3978. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

UH 

Leon J. Harper 
November 22, 2007 
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~j iperVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



